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摘要 

進入 21 世紀，公司對履行企業社會責任的概念越來越重視。然而，先前的

研究較少注重於何種因素驅使公司朝永續企業發展，本研究從心理學調節焦點的

角度探討公司執行長的心理特質是否對社會責任的履行有重要影響，而調節焦點

把一般人區分為促進焦點與防禦焦點。 

本文依據 S&P1500 中 4714 個樣本觀察值，利用各公司致股東報告書裡的關

鍵字衡量樣本公司執行長的調節焦點強度。實證結果發現，擁有高促進焦點的執

行長與企業社會責任的缺失有負向關係，而高防禦焦點的執行長則會降低公司社

會責任的優勢並產生較多缺失。這些結果代表不同心理特質的執行長，由於對達

成目標的方式也不同，進而影響到實際公司的策略結果。本研究結果對公司董事

會、提名委員會及其他利關係人在選任高階經理人以推行企業社會責任時具有重

要意涵。 

 

關鍵字：企業社會責任、調節焦點、促進焦點、防禦焦點、心理特質 
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Abstract 

The awareness of corporate social responsibility (CSR) is boosting in 21st century. 

However, few studies discuss the determinants of CSR performance. This study 

examines whether a CEO’s psychological attitude could be an important factor in 

determining a firm’s CSR actions. Regulatory focus theory differentiates people’s goal-

pursuit process into promotion focus and prevention focus system.  

I use text analyses from letters to the shareholders to capture the regulatory focus 

of CEO with a sample of 4714 firm-year observations for firms listed on S&P 1500. 

The results show that CEOs with high promotion focus are more likely to have less 

CSR weakness because people with more promotion focused care more about the 

opportunity to gain and tend to center on hopes, aspiration and accomplishments. 

However, CEOs with high prevention focus tend to suffer from greater CSR weakness 

and have lower CSR strength. This is explained by the reason that conservative personal 

character prevents them from engaging in social activities associated with high 

uncertainties. This study sheds new insights on the determinants of a firm’s CSR 

activities besides factors such as corporate governance, and have potential implications 

to board of directors, nomination committee, and stakeholders who aspire their 

company to be greener.  

 

Keywords: Corporate social responsibility; Regulatory focus theory; Promotion focus; 

Prevention focus; Psychological attitude 
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1. Introduction 

Corporate social responsibility (CSR) is getting growing attention worldwide in 

recent years as many people are more aware of cost-cutting industries which prevail in 

the last few decades causing hidden environment and social cost while producing 

traditional standard commodities. In 1994, John Elkington, a world authority of CSR 

first stated that companies should care about three different bottom lines－profit, 

people and planet. However, how to incorporate these conceptual rules into 

organization’s daily operation can be a difficulty. That is because traditional business 

decision-making relies heavily on the law of supply and demand, but now, engaging in 

CSR needs to put more effort in environment, society, and culture, without the absolute 

guideline to say how to do and what to do. Many governments or stock exchange 

authorities have encouraged or even compelled local companies to issue CSR reports 

annually and disclose nonfinancial information to outsiders. For example, the 

Singapore Exchange (SGX) is expected to require all 800 listed companies to prepare 

sustainable reports on the impact of economy, society, and environment in 2017 or 2018. 

Stakeholders who demand companies to take more socially responsible behavior have 

increased, and the attitude toward CSR has changed dramatically. Grant Thornton (2008) 

claims that CSR is no longer the domain of large corporations. Firms that are socially 

responsible are more concerned about how their operations affect the environment in 

which they live and work (Waddock and Graves, 1997).  

Previous studies focus on differences between socially responsible firms and 

irresponsible firms. Many studies find that financial performance (e.g., Cochran and 

Wood, 1984; McGuire, Sundgren, and Schneeweiss, 1988), earnings quality (Kim, Park, 

and Wier, 2012), credit ratings and other financial factors are associated with CSR, 

although some researchers argue that the link between CSR and financial characteristics 
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is unclear (e.g. Van de Velde, Vermeir and Corten, 2005; Fauzi, 2009). Prior studies 

mainly focus on the beneficial consequences of firms engaging in CSR, shedding less 

light on how to be a CSR enterprise instead. Especially, when being “green” is a 

prevailing business practice in 21st century, understanding what it takes to be a good 

CSR firm is a more important issue.  

Wernerfelt (1984) explores the “resource-based-view” of a firm which can create 

competitive advantages when companies develop their own unique strengths. It 

depends on how valuable, sustainable, rare, and non-imitable these resources are. CSR 

is one resource that can actually add “social value” to products. Following this point of 

view, Barney (1991), Oliver (1997), and Branco and Rodrigues (2006) indicate CSR to 

be an imperative resource for business organizations. That is, organizations can 

capitalize on their unique resources for sustainability. Surroca, Tribo, and Waddock 

(2010) also express that the reason why a socially responsible company is more non-

imitable is that these companies are more likely to create intangible value by 

sympathizing our society, environment, and economy, which could further develop 

special CSR strategies that are not likely to be exceeded by competitors.   

Well-designed corporate governance typically can lead to better CSR activities, 

which makes managers exert diligent efforts on the front (Jamali, Safieddine, and 

Rabbath, 2008). But Murphy (2000) stated that corporate governance may only have 

stronger relationship with “avoidance” of poor side of CSR practice and less connection 

with CSR strengths because managers’ compensation (part of corporate governance) 

typically doesn’t reward extraordinary CSR behaviors. Salaries and bonuses depend 

largely on the achievement of historical financial performance. Accordingly, incentives 

to perform well on CSR are weakened. In order to find out why some firms are 

performing better than others in CSR, some studies argue that managerial discretion 
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and beliefs in fact play a crucial role in determining firms’ social behavior. For instance, 

the green image of The Body Shop accomplished mostly by individual’s (CEO’s) moral 

character (Hartman and Beck-Dudley, 1999). Further, McGuire, Dow and Argheyd 

(2003) find corporate governance indicators such as compensation structure has little 

explanatory power to social strengths, and may be due to the argument that CSR 

strengths can be mainly driven by managerial ethics and beliefs. Also, as Parker (2014) 

concludes, managers’ motivation for CSR is intrinsic. Religion and accountability of 

executives can both improve a firm’s CSR engagements. Huang and Watson (2015) 

suggest that although determinants of CSR go beyond the traditional accounting field, 

further research on the determinants of CSR can make a great stride in which firms 

devote meaningful effort to become more socially responsible. The input and output 

relation may assist firms in relocating their resources in CSR effectively. Thus, this 

study investigates the input of CSR from a psychological view, which makes a 

contribution to the literature of CSR with a new domain of knowledge.  

Prior research studies on the characteristics of CEO often focus on demographic 

characteristics, such as tenure, age, and experience. For example, Hambrick and Mason 

(1984) find the organizational outcomes can be partially predicted by managerial 

backgrounds. However, results from these analyses are difficult to interpret, and some 

researchers suggest to concentrate more on the psychological side (e.g., Carpenter, 

Geletkanycz, and Sandres, 2004). Accordingly, in this study, I attempt to capture the 

attributes of top managers from a psychological view, and examine if there is a 

relationship between CSR engagement and managerial beliefs. Psychologists use 

several approaches to measure psychological attributes. Types of personality traits 

being examined varied from CEO cognition (Eggers and Kaplan, 2009), affectivity 

(Delgado-Garcia and De La Fuente-Sabate, 2010), charisma (Agle, Nagarajan, 
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Sonnenfeld and Srinivasan, 2006) to a more comprehensive five-factor-model, which 

are conscientiousness, emotional stability, agreeableness, extraversion, and openness 

(Nadkarni and Herrmann, 2010). Most of these studies rely on surveys to top managers. 

To better measure psychological characteristics, I utilize regulatory focus theory to 

capture CEO psychological attitudes.  

Higgins (1997) first establishes two independent psychological categories, in 

which people approach pleasure and avoid pain using two different ways. Individual 

traits in regulatory focus theory which deals with desired or undesired situations and 

the way they attain their goals can be grouped into “promotion” or “prevention” focus. 

People having either focus may behave or think totally different to the other focus. 

Promotion-focused orientation is associated with strong ideals, hopes, 

accomplishments, and aspiration. This kind of people prefer innovation, and is willing 

to explore activities where they can achieve some form of gains (Higgins and Spiegel, 

2004). In contrast, people with prevention focus tend to be rule-abiding, vigilant, and 

responsible, who would try their best to cover the potential loss than to enact behaviors 

that maximize gain. The distinct difference between promotion and prevention foci 

enables this study to provide new insights into whether a CEO’s psychological 

characteristics of personality can be an important determinant of CSR performance. 

Scholer and Higgins (2008) point out that since regulatory focus influences how 

individuals view their goals and the strategic methods they use to achieve them, 

different personality would lead people to pursue their career success differently. 

Consider CEO Goerge and Mary who are promotion focused and prevention 

focused respectively in two companies. George desires the happiness of achieving the 

goals, and avoids the pain of not achieving success. Promotional focus centers him on 

aggressive strategies, for example, lowering the threshold of project approval or taking 
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a riskier and more unsure decision because he is optimistic about outcomes and doing 

so can maximize gain (Johnson, Smith, Wallace, Hill, and Baron, 2015). Based on the 

assumption, I first expect CEO with high promotion focus to be highly engaged in CSR 

activities, which might lead to more CSR strengths and lower CSR concerns. On the 

other hand, Mary, who is prevention focused, is careful about approving the projects. 

If potential loss or failure might occur, she will put supreme effort in correcting the 

errors first because she always exerts security and diligence on the job (Johnson et al., 

2015). This prudent and vigilant personality type may prevent her from embracing more 

corporate social strategies and also impact CSR strengths and concerns. Given this 

concern, I expect CEO with prevention focus will be conservative in the corporate 

engagement of social activities because to some extent, CSR is a more voluntary action 

than a “must-do” action. Hence, I predict that prevention focus is associated with less 

CSR strengths. Nevertheless, people with high prevention focus attend to law 

compliance and negative consequences as well. As a result, I do not make any 

prediction on the effect of prevention focus on CSR concerns.  

I collect CSR scores from Kinder, Lydenberg, Domini Research and 

Analytics (KLD) database to capture the CSR strengths and concerns that each 

company performs. Regarding the proxy for regulatory focus, I follow Gamache, 

McNamara and Mannor (2014), which relies on letters to the shareholders to capture 

two distinct characters of CEO (i.e., promotion and prevention foci). Results show that 

CEOs with high promotion focus are more likely to have less CSR concerns, while 

CEOs with high prevention focus produce higher CSR concerns and less strengths. 
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2. Literature Review 

2.1 CSR Definition and Development 

In general, CSR is a sense of commitment by company to integrate social and 

environment concerns into their daily operation and take care of all stakeholders’ 

welfare, besides only pursuing profits. Although the concept of CSR has been 

developed for almost a century, the definition of CSR has never been clear. So far, there 

are some common concepts and I describe them as follows. 

According to The ISO 26000 Social Responsibility standard, social responsibility 

is the responsibility of an organization for the impacts of its decisions and activities on 

society and the environment, through transparent and ethical behavior that: 

 contributes to sustainable development, including health and the welfare of 

society 

 takes into account the expectations of stakeholders 

 is in compliance with applicable law and consistent with international norms 

of behavior 

 is integrated throughout the organization and practiced. 

 The initials of CSR can date back to 1930s, with studies centered on the role of 

firms in society (e.g. Berle, 1931; Dodd, 1932). It is not until 1950s that CSR being 

widely discuss in theory and practice. The most noteworthy article in this period is 

Bowen’s 1953 publication: Social Responsibilities of the Businessman (SRB). This 

book elaborates the initial definition of CSR: “It refers to the obligations of 

businessmen to pursue those policies, to make those decisions, or to follow those lines 

of action which are desirable in terms of the objectives and values of our society,” and 

thus Bowen was honored as “Father of Corporate Social Responsibility.” 
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Literature regarding CSR expanded in 1960s. Davis (1960), a well-known writer 

starts to re-define CSR: CSR is a business decision beyond the company’s direct 

economic interest. He states that some socially responsible actions taken by a firm can 

actually reward the company by long-term gains or profits. This point of view later 

prevails in 1970s and 1980s. In the same time, another scholar, McGuire (1963), puts 

the conceptualization of CSR a step further. McGuire asserts that corporation has its 

duty on society which extend beyond economic and legal obligations. This is a clearer 

definition than before because this definition incorporates the welfare of community, 

education and employees.  

 The line of CSR concept was said to be in the same vein since 1950s. In 1970s, 

however, different view had presented about what is actual CSR. Many powerful 

definitions were derived by Johnson (1971). For example, he states that socially 

responsible firms carry out social actions in order to add profits. Another view Johnson 

presented is “utility maximization.” In this definition, entrepreneur is interested not 

only in his own well-being but also in other enterprise members and his fellow citizens 

(Johnson, 1971). On top of that, scholars in this period make a contribution in 

differentiating between “social obligation” and “social responsibility.” Social 

obligation confined the corporation behavior in reaction of legal rule while social 

responsibility put more emphasis on voluntary response to social needs. Carroll (1979) 

reorganizes previous studies and explained his own definition: “The social 

responsibility of business encompasses the economic, legal, ethical, and discretionary 

expectations that society has of organizations at a given point in time” This definition 

is later in 1991 pictured in the CSR Pyramid where discretionary (philanthropic) 

expectations are superior of economic, legal, and ethical parts.  

In 1980s and 1990s, the issue of CSR is no more focused on its definition. It has 
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come to a new era by delving into more theories and alternative themes, such as 

stakeholder theory, business ethics theory, corporate social performance, and corporate 

citizenship (Carroll, 2015). Several empirical studies attempt to understand the relation 

between CSR and profitability either using database or surveys. (e.g. Aupperle, Carroll, 

and Hatfield, 1985; Philip Cochran and Robert Wood, 1984). There is no doubt that the 

domain of CSR will articulate more interesting theories and practices based on the 

cornerstone prior research built.  

After 1990s, as natural resources worldwide are drained and exploited radically, 

citizens around the world recognized that business managers must have sustainable 

philosophy and implement strategies practically to live up to community’s expectation, 

and thereafter maximize firm value. If firms are socially irresponsible, besides being 

fined by a more stringent environment law, it may suffer from customer loss as the 

awareness of sustainability are enhancing through time. Now, more attention is on the 

measurement of indicator in CSR and theoretical developments. (Carroll, 2015)  

I categorize previous studies about CSR into two dimension: one is from the output 

side, that is, the association between CSR and financial performance; the other review 

of CSR literature is on compensation structure, the input side.  

2.2 Business Performance and CSR 

Numerous studies have attempted to examine the relationship between corporate 

financial performance (CFP) and corporate social performance (CSP), but non 

consensus has been reached about whether firms engaging in CSR activities can indeed 

influence the financial position of a firm. (e.g., Aupperle, Carroll, and Hatfield, 1985; 

Margolis and Walsh, 2003) The relationship between CSP and financial performance 

may be negative, neutral, or positive.  



‧
國

立
政 治

大

學
‧

N
a

t io
na l  Chengch i  U

niv

ers
i t

y

 

9 

 

Positive Association 

This view is based on the stakeholder theory. Freeman (1994) emphasized that 

social performance is needed to achieve better business legitimacy. Managers have 

responsibility to take care of greater society not only to shareholders. The stakeholder 

theory also integrates a resource-based view. When taking other stakeholders such as 

customer, employee, financiers, suppliers, and governments into account, firms could 

perform strategies with much broader considerations, which in return could keep a good 

relationship with stakeholders and result in competitive advantages. Stakeholder theory 

also outlines CSR based on a conflict resolution hypothesis. If it is valid, CSR actions 

can mitigate conflicts of interest among managers, shareholders, and other stakeholders 

as well. In return, it could increase firm’s financial performance (Cespa and Cestone, 

2007; Harjoto and Jo, 2011). 

In addition, firms engaging in CSR can lower its explicit costs like cost of capital. 

Dhaliwal, Li, and Tsang (2011) find firms with superior social responsibility 

performance (i.e. initiation of voluntary disclosure of CSR report) enjoy the benefit of 

lower costs of equity capital. Additionally, Dhaliwal and Radhakrishnan (2012) also 

find good CSR firms have less analysts’ forecast errors and may be more favorable by 

the market. Moskowitz (1972) find that firms reported in lists of "best companies to 

work for," may be easier to recruit employees with high skills and enthusiasm, and 

possibly lead to better productivity and reputation.  

Also, some scholars examine this relationship from another strategic view. 

Strategies and business programs combining social concept may be related to positive 

strategic outcomes in many major ways, which give an indication to prominent 

managerial skills. These social value may have positive effect on financial performance 
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as well. (Alexander and Buchholz, 1982)  

In general, from the stakeholder theory, socially responsible firms can point 

toward better financial performances, no matter it is focused on altruistic liability view 

(i.e. lower interest rate, higher credit rating) or value-adding asset view (i.e. higher firm 

value, profit, analyst forecast, or lower on-going concern) (Dowell, Hart, and Yeung, 

2000). 

Negative Association 

 This view is focused on the agency theory and the overinvestment theory. First, 

Friedman (1970) deals with this negative relationship from agency theory. Given CSR 

is a somewhat voluntary strategy, he argues that if a business has social responsibility, 

it will generate good firm image. Managers can have more opportunities to his or her 

career in the future, at the expense of shareholders. Based on this point, it is possible 

that insiders are likely to overinvest in CSR activities, which causes a kind of waste in 

economic resources and adversely affects firm value (Barnea and Rubin, 2010). 

Brammer, Brooks and Pavelin (2006) examine the relationship between corporate 

social performance and stock returns in the UK. They find that their composite social 

performance indicator is significantly negatively related to stock returns, especially for 

environmental and employment indicators. This outcome can hardly be explained by 

standard risk-based models. One explanation they think is because shareholders of CSR 

firms are willing to require less stock returns to feel more ethical relief.   

 Critics of corporate social responsibility also described that social responsibility 

can really diminish a company’s financial performance because social activities, such 

as investment in pollution control equipment, providing child care service, and 

corporate philanthropy are costly. Further, according to Friedman (1970), the economic 
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benefits of CSR are seldom measureable while costs are expensed immediately, which 

then decrease the bottom line and welfare of shareholders in the financial statement. 

Overall, these studies point out that CSR behavior may incur competitive disadvantages, 

resulting a negative relationship to CFP.   

Neutral Association 

Van de Velde et al. (2005) examine the relation between sustainability ratings and 

return on the SRI investments and fail to find any relationship between CSR and CFP. 

One of the reasons explained was that sustainability is a broad and multidimensional 

concept which cannot be attributed to one specific theme or topic (i.e. financial 

performance). In line with this viewpoint, some researchers argued that there are some 

intervening variables that other studies do not take into account, and the statistically 

significant positive or negative relationship being found was generated by other 

linkages. For example, Fauzi (2009) finds CSR has no impact on CFP, while leverage 

has a moderating effect on the interaction between the two. 

To conclude, so far although there is yet to provide a convincing causality between 

CSR and CFP in either empirical analyses or theoretical fields, my study neither 

explores. However, in a review study of Beurden and Gössling, (2008), the majority of 

studies (68%) find that CSR and Corporate Financial Performance (CFP) are positively 

related, which indicates that companies can often “doing well by doing good.” Only 

26% studies show no significant relationship and 6% indicate a negative relationship 

between CSR and CFP. In this study, I argue that socially responsible activities can be 

positively associated with companies’ bottom-line results, which means maximizing 

strengths or minimizing concerns could lead to a better financial performance. On the 

other hand, from slack resources theory, well performing companies can provide more 
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long-term strategies to take care of their employees and communities which would also 

lead to better CSR, resulting a virtuous cycle at the end.  

Because the concept of engaging beyond compliance is ethically desirable, even 

if it takes away resources from a firm’s immediate needs, promotion focused CEOs 

may be willing to take more on this risk, in order to have better financial performance 

in the long run.   

2.3 Compensation Structure and CSR  

Traditionally, socially responsible firms are thought to look for long-term financial 

profits rather than near-sighted for immediate payoff. CSR drives manager’s attention 

to a much broader group beyond shareholders. Under the conflict resolution hypothesis, 

firms can benefit from being socially responsible, including a more stable relationship 

with outsiders. Wood (1991) distinguishes CSR into three different principles. They are 

institutional principle- legitimacy, organizational principle- public responsibility, and 

individual principle- managerial discretion. At the individual level, Wood (1991) 

describes that managers are moral actors. They are obliged to perform every CSR 

domain with their discretion which are available to them in a service of social 

responsibility. Taking on this view, some researchers try to find out which corporate 

factors play important roles in manager’s decision to achieve better CSR scores. 

First, CSR can be treated as a firm’s strategic preferences of decision makers, and 

enforced by all employees. Wood (1991) adopts an agency perspective and assume 

executives are opportunistic. If we can coordinate business goals with managers’ self-

interest, managers may behave on shareholders’, even public’s best interest.    

Good corporate governance could mitigate agency problems. An important factor 

of corporate governance is the executive compensation structure. Compensation 

incentives are one tool to align CEO’s personal welfare with the society. That is because 
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CEO’s compensation structure rewards CEO in many different ways, such as fixed 

salary, bonus, or long-term compensation. CEO’s decisions can be influenced by varied 

compensation portfolios. Typically, shorter term or fixed income are mainly dependent 

on a firm’s historical financial performance. If immediate compensation constructs a 

high portion of CEO compensation structure, Berman (1999) argues that it may 

encourage CEO to be less inclined to make a decision having social outcomes. However, 

when it comes to long-term incentives or future stock options contingent on the price 

of stock, Kane (2002) argues that CEO will be more willing to pursue long run firm 

value maximum, and align CEO’s interest with stakeholder’s interest outside the firm. 

By forgoing short term profits in exchange for long term business sustainability, major 

elements of long term incentives in compensation structure is said to be an effective 

way to direct the company to pursue CSR. 

McGuire et al. (2003) examine the relationship between CEO incentives and social 

performance among 374 firms in USA. The result shows no relationship between CEO 

compensation and social strengths. This may be due to the reason that strong social 

behaviors are mainly directed by managerial beliefs. On the other hand, McGuire et al. 

(2003) also find that salary and long-term incentives have significant positive relation 

with weak social performance, congruent with the hypothesis that corporate governance 

can have a stronger relationship with poor CSR performance since compensation rarely 

reward extraordinary social behaviors. 

Mahoney and Thorne (2006) explore what Canadian Boards use in executive 

compensations to promote the implementation of the firm’s social objectives. They find 

that stock options have a significant positive association with CSR strengths, which is 

exactly contrary to McGuire et al. (2003). Mahoney et al. (2006) explain the differences 

by the reason that CSR is not necessarily similar across nations, even they use similar 
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measures and methodologies. They conclude that further work is needed to reach a 

more concrete conclusion in CSR drivers. 

 In line with what McGuire et al. (2003) suggest, this study adopts psychological 

traits (i.e. regulatory focus) in measuring managerial (CEO) beliefs. I expect different 

CEO personality can be an important element in determining whether companies 

volunteer to perform CSR activities. 

2.4 Regulatory Focus   

2.4.1 Regulatory Focus Theory 

There is no doubt that people are motivated to approach pleasure and avoid pain. 

According to the hedonic principle, people like to maintain happiness in a certain level 

despite fluctuations sometimes in circumstances. However, Higgins (1997) argues that 

the hedonic principle does not deal with “how people achieve the goal”, or “what 

strategy they use.” People with different characteristics approach pleasure or avoid pain 

by different ways. From this standpoint, Higgins (1997) goes beyond the traditional 

hedonic principle and develops the regulatory theory which reconsiders the motivation 

consequences. 

 Theoretically, childhood experience has a dominating influence on cultivating 

our lifetime motivation to address pain and pursue pleasure. Early experience can build 

our personal traits into two types of regulatory focus: “promotion focus” or “prevention 

focus,” as Higgins (1997) explores.  

Consider two groups of child with separate caretaker. Group 1 caretakers usually 

encourage children to face difficulties and seize opportunities in rewarding 

opportunities. If a desired accomplishment is reached, caretaker will give hug or kiss to 

the child to enhance this desired manner, which in turn develop children with more 

promotion focus. While look on the other side, Group 2 caretakers tell children again 
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and again to be alert of dangerous situations and not making mistakes. These children 

have a tendency to become more prevention focus, who feel pain when negative 

outcomes happen (Higgins and Silberman, 1998). Despite that early childhood 

experience has a major impact on self-regulation, momentary situations such as 

messages from teachers to students or from managers to employees can also 

temporarily induce either promotion or prevention focus. These two foci are not the 

opposite ends. They are independent of each other (Förster, Higgins and Bianco, 2003; 

Scholer and Higgins, 2008) in a goal-oriented system, and people can have both foci at 

the same time, just one, or neither. 

Unlike other psychological traits, which shape the difficulty and content of goals 

(Lanaj, Chang and Johnson, 2012), regulation focus has a direct impact on people’s 

strategic action and behavior. Promotion focus and prevention focus involve distinct 

approaches to pursue pleasure and avoid pain, and these different ways of regulating 

have meaningful motivational consequences (Higgins, 1997). The two sections 

following then explain these different regulatory foci.  

2.4.2 Promotion Focus  

Nurturance-related regulation involves a promotion focus. People with promotion 

focus are motivated to approach desired end-states, which are advancement, growth, 

and accomplishments, for example, with their ideal selves. These individuals have 

sensitivity to the presence and absence of gain and non-gain situations. When attaining 

ideals (desired goals), people with promotion focus will produce happiness. However, 

when desired goals cannot be accomplished, disappointment emotion is generated. The 

mind states to ensure they do not commit errors of omission direct their attention on the 

opportunities for maximize gain and consider less on the potential loss when evaluating 

plans (Crowe and Higgins, 1997). This state of mind can trigger an outside behavior of 
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a person. For promotion focus, the eagerness to achieve company’s success causes 

CEOs to emphasize on speed and quantity of output of strategies.  

2.4.3 Prevention Focus 

Security-related regulation involves a prevention focus. Prevention focus centered 

on security needs and “ought” selves, such as protection, safety, and obligations. 

Individuals with prevention focus sensitizes people to the presence and absence of 

losses and non-losses situations. They feel relaxed after the completing their obligation, 

but when failing to meet their “oughts”, anxious feeling may come as a result. 

(Brockner and Higgins, 2001). A prevention focus cares more about avoiding 

mismatches to desired end-states and strives for obeying the rules. In pursuit of a sense 

of safety, they prefer vigilance strategies to avoid errors of commission (Crowe and 

Higgins, 1997).  

2.4.4 Regulatory Fit 

Although people may have an identical goal, they deal with it with either a 

promotion or a prevention focus, depending on the regulatory orientation of the pursuer, 

and therefore develop different means to attain the goals. That is, expressions of goals 

can be described in terms of gains (non-losses) or non-gains (losses). For example, 

Freitas, Liberman, and Higgins (2002) indicate that promotion focused people could 

list strategies to make sure that everything is right, which can in turn fulfill their 

aspiration and accomplishment. On the other hand, for prevention focused people, they 

are told to write down strategies to ensure things do not go wrong, helping them to 

understand their responsibilities and obligations. This theory is based on the fact that 

promotion focused people are more sensitive to gain and non-gain situation and when 

actions or goals are matched with their self-regulatory, an “it-just-feels-right” 

experience will popup, which then enhance their motivation to do so, and vice versa 
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(Aaker and Lee, 2006). People with distinct focus will have more intense responses 

when their mission are consistent with their regulatory foci. Regulatory fit theory 

(Higgins, 2000, 2005) is a goal-pursuit theory that emphasizes on how the manner of 

their engagement sustains with their goal orientation. Regulatory fit can then influence 

decision making and performance at the end. Companies can utilize this concept in 

business operation to put the right person in the right position, and increase the 

effectiveness to desired results. 

2.4.5 Regulatory Focus on Entrepreneurship 

Although incentive compensation has been regarded an effective tool of strategic 

action in companies, top managers may react differently due to their psychological 

attributes (Wowak and Hambrick, 2010). As Guth and Tagiuri (1965) state, “personal 

values often hold a profound influence over an executive's business-related decisions, 

even if an executive is unaware of the influences of these values.” From this standpoint, 

we can infer that psychological elements are important determinants in managerial 

decision making.  

Further, in this dynamic and fast-changing environment, entrepreneurs, especially 

CEOs, find there is no rule of thumb to pursue a successful business. They can only 

rely on their own professional skills, competencies, and passion to deal with 

unpredictable future lives (e.g., Cardon, Wincent, Singh, & Drnovsek, 2009), which 

shed much light on the issue of implicit personal values.  

Brockner, Higgins and Low (2004) investigate the how regulatory focus interacts 

with entrepreneurship. They express that both promotion focus and prevention focus 

has their competitive advantages. In general, for activities that involve innovation, 

creativity and generating ideas, a strong promotion focus outperformed to be a better 

leadership. That is because individuals in a promotion focus can generate more 
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alternatives (i.e., speed and quantity of output) and be open to change, therefore 

embrace the uncertainties, which then develop a more optimistic strategy with 

eagerness. However, when it moves to screening of idea or requires a more vigilant 

consideration before taking into action, people with prevention focus are more capable 

of handling. The reason is that high levels of prevention focus tend to exert due 

diligence on the projects or strategies, if the task demands analytical ability and high 

completion level without mistakes, decision-makers definitely cannot be over 

aggressive or reckless. 

According to the regulatory focus theory (Higgins, 1997, 1998), goals can be 

achieved by different means of strategies. The theory explains how self-regulation plays 

the role in determining the way people attain their goals and what kind of strategies or 

motivations they tend to adopt. Even having the same performance, executives with 

different self-regulation may use alternative ways to attain it. I then design this study 

centering on this line of research to examine the causation of executive strategies, 

specifically, CSR, under promotion and prevention foci to test if CSR strategies vary 

among different individual self-regulation.    

Johnson et al. (2015) review studies of regulatory focus from a multilevel 

perspective of past 15 years. They point out that entrepreneurship research in the future 

should seek to examine the relationship between regulatory focus and nonfinancial 

measures, and with such, we can dig into other firm-level success that people 

experience. Therefore, in regard of dependent variable, I use CSR strengths and 

concerns as nonfinancial measures. 

3.  Hypothesis Development 

Despite the large literature on CSR, few studies explore the drivers of CSR. 
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Although compensation factors can influence CSR engagement at some extent, much 

more needs to be explored. Donaldson and Preston (1995) indicate that the stakeholder 

theory is "managerial", which means managerial discretion or personal traits can be a 

dominant driver in determining corporation’s CSR strategy. Freeman (1984) states that 

executives are regarded to be a spokesman of the company in the relations with external 

parties, including competitors, government, consumers, and others. In addition, 

executives, especially CEOs usually have critical power in firm’s vision and target 

setting. This study tests a CEO’s self-regulation in deciding company’s strategies in 

CSR.  

Generally, CEOs can perform their CSR strategies in two ways. One is to 

maximize its “CSR strengths” while the other is minimizing its “CSR concerns.” I 

combine these two CSR indicators with promotion and prevention regulatory foci and 

each is detailed below in turn. 

3.1 Promotion Focused CEO in CSR strategy 

First, CEOs with a strong promotion focus tend to focus on accomplishment, 

aspirations, and motivations leading to business growth. They are willing to search for 

potential opportunities that may finally payback. According to the stakeholder theory, 

CSR is a mechanism to mitigate the agency problem and the increased social value of 

a firm may have positive effect on financial performance as well. (Alexander and 

Buchholz, 1982). Good CSR dimensions include, for example, supporting nonprofit 

organizations, promotion of women and minorities, or issuing substantive 

environmental reports. Most theoretical and empirical studies suggest “doing well by 

doing good.” If this is valid, promotion focused CEOs may be eager to explicit every 

chance to embrace more CSR strengths and less concerns. 

Second, promotion focused CEOs usually lower the threshold of proposal, which 
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in turn generate more quantity of output (Brockner et al., 2004). As such, CSR activities 

proposed by subordinates will be easier to take into practice because people with a 

strong promotion focus sensitize on positive evaluations and could tolerate 

uncertainties. (Lanaj et al., 2012; Higgins and Spiegel, 2004). They have lower 

concerns on making poor CSR strategies and a greater concern on not missing any good 

chance to enhance company’s reputation or financial performance (as good CSR 

sometimes brings). Thus, I develop the hypotheses as follows. 

H1a: CEO promotion focus is positively associated with CSR strengths. 

H1b: CEO promotion focus is negatively associated with CSR concerns. 

3.2 Prevention Focused CEO in CSR strategy  

CEOs with a strong prevention focus are more sensitive to making mistakes and 

negative outcomes. They care about duty and obligation motivated by their “ought” self 

(Higgins, 1997). That means prevention focused CEOs are less likely to take on 

uncertain activities except there is a huge foreseeable benefits which can cover the 

possibility of bad results (Haleblian, Devers, McNamara, Carpenter and Davison, 2009). 

Engaging in CSR strengths sometimes involve high uncertainties and could end up a 

waste of economic resources compared to invest it in core business operations. Based 

on this view, people with prevention focus concerns more on making an unpredictable 

CSR decision than losing a good opportunity to be socially responsible. I expect this 

conservative characteristic can cause more CSR concerns to the firm. 

However, CEO may minimize firm’s CSR concerns as well since bad CSR usually 

beget negative images of firm or penalties from the government. A prevention focused 

people prevent them from committing errors of commission (Crowe and Higgins, 1997). 

These concerns motivate CEOs with high prevention focus to be more vigilant in CSR 

strategies. Their security and “ought” needs drive them to take care on CSR concerns 
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and try not to have any blunder, as they think it’s their obligation to obey the rules. 

From this aspect, they would like to lower CSR concerns, which is opposite to the 

standpoint above. These two contrary personal character of prevention focus on CSR 

concerns may offset each other. As a result, I do not make a prediction on the relation 

between CEO prevention focus and CSR concerns.   

Second, in contrary to promotion focus CEO who are inclined to quantity of 

outputs, CEOs with strong prevention focus typically prefer quality than quantity 

(Higgins and Spiegel, 2004), and exert due diligence on the project before 

implementation (Brockner et al., 2004), which may cause less voluntary CSR actions 

to be screen out. Such a psychological type would make the company have less CSR 

strengths. This leads to the second hypothesis.: 

H2a: CEO prevention focus is negatively associated with CSR strengths. 

H2b: CEO prevention focus is not associated with CSR concerns. 

4.  Methodology 

4.1 Data  

I obtain CEO compensation data from Standard & Poor's (S&P) ExecuComp 

database from 2003 to 2012. ExecuComp database provides detailed information on 

S&P 1500 executives’ salary, bonus, options, long-term incentives, and other 

compensation. These data are widely used in accounting and economic research field. 

As to accounting figures, they are collected from Compustat database. 

This study use CSR measures from the Kinder, Lydenberg, and Domini (KLD) 

Stats database. Chatterji, Levine and Toffel (2009) claim that this social rating is among 

the most influential and widely-accepted CSR measure for academic use. Also, KLD’s 

ratings have become the quantitative standard for corporate’s social engagement 
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(Mattingly and Berman, 2006). 

KLD ratings are applied consistently across all firms and are used as a set of 

criteria by professional individuals (Kinder, Lydenberg, and Domini, 1990). Since 1991, 

KLD datasets assess companies annually on their environmental, social, and 

governance (ESG) factors, and divided into seven major qualitative issue areas, 

including Community, Corporate Governance, Diversity, Employee Relations, 

Environment, Human Rights and Product. Each area has “strength” and “concern” 

indicators, comprising a roughly 80 indicators in seven areas. Besides, KLD also report 

further information on some controversial business, such as Alcohol, Gambling, 

Firearms, and Military. However, because controversial business only express in 

“concerns” indicators, this study excludes these six areas to look on both strengths and 

concerns of each sample. 

In terms of proxies of regulatory focus, psychologists use many assessments. As 

Johnson (2015) summarize, the predominant measure in review are General Regulatory 

Focus Measure (GRFM), the Regulatory Focus Questionnaire (RFQ), the Regulatory 

Focus at Work Scale, and the Work Regulatory Focus Scale (WRF). But given that 

company executives are extremely hard to take traditional surveys, some implicit 

measure such as the linguistics of CEOs may be an alternative to measure CEOs 

regulatory focus. Some scholars have successfully capture CEO attributes, values, and 

cognitions by analyzing letters to the shareholders (Kaplan, 2008; Fanelli, Misangyi 

and Tosi, 2009; McClelland, Liang and Barker, 2010). This study follows Gamache et 

al. (2014) by using letters to the shareholders in the annual reports to capture promotion 

and prevention foci of CEOs. 
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4.2 Measurement 

4.2.1 CSR Measures 

KLD database provides a binary (0, 1) summary of positive and negative activity 

in each subcategory. If a firm does not have a strength or concern on that issue, this is 

indicated with a zero. A numeric number of one is assigned to activities if a firm is 

associated with having CSR strengths or concerns in each subcategory. Appendix A 

shows KLD Ratings Categories and major indicators. This study does not amalgamate 

the positive and negative social performance into a single social score because of the 

following reasons. First, I assume people with different regulatory foci will pursue their 

successful career in alternative ways (i.e. maximize strengths or minimize weakness). 

Second, using the sum of strengths and weakness will offset their effects, resulting in 

less variation in dependent variable. So, I consider them separately in each dimension. 

I lag the independent and control variables one year to capture the CSR performance in 

the following year. 

4.2.2 Regulatory Focus Measures 

Gamache et al. (2014) use letters to the shareholders as a proxy for CEO 

Regulatory Focus. People use words in their daily lives, and they can link to lots of 

information about how the writers think or believe. This study relies on content analyses 

to capture the CEO characteristics. As Gamache et al. (2014) summarized, content 

analyses of letters to the shareholders have widely been used in psychology to capture 

CEO cognition, attention, values, and charisma. (Kaplan, 2008; Daly, Pouder and 

Kabanoff, 2004; Fanelli et al., 2009). There are some notable benefits using content 

analyses instead of surveys or questionnaire. First, letters to the shareholders are 

delivered on an annual basis and can be compared year-to-year, which provide us a long 

time investigation on how CEO regulatory focus affect CSR strategies. This benefit is 
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based on the premise that personal regulatory focus can eventually influence people’s 

language and behavior (Johnson and Steinman, 2009).  

Second, letters to the shareholders are formal documents presented in annual 

reports, which contains financial results, current operation and future plans of business. 

It is hard to figure out that another employee has competence or knowledge on 

completing this letter without CEOs. Even though, we still have confidence that CEOs 

will check the major content before final release because CEOs face a legal duty to be 

honest for its contents (Kaplan, 2008). Therefore, this method can provide us with an 

accessible and representative way to look into CEO’s psychological attributes by public 

data source. 

I follow the keywords list created by Gamache et al. (2014) and rely on the 

software Linux Command to search for the keywords. These words are theoretically or 

empirically associated with promotion and prevention foci. For example, “grow”, 

“gain”, “accomplishment”, and “wish” are all related to typical promotion words, while 

the words of “responsible”, “accuracy”, and “prevent” are considered to be more 

prevention focused. The variables are presented in percentage of total words used in 

each letter to shareholders. The list included 27 promotion words and 25 prevention 

words. The CEO regulatory focus dictionary is presented in Appendix B. 

The text analysis is fist developed as part of an exploratory study of language and 

disclosure in 1993 (i.e. Francis and Pennebaker, 1993). Until now, this method has been 

fruitfully applied to many psychological fields, such as emotionality, social 

relationships, thinking styles, and individual differences (Tausczik and Pennebaker, 

2010), and even in clinical trials or education domain. These studies further substantiate 

our validity to use text analysis as a proxy of regulatory focus. 
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4.3 Regression Models 

To test hypotheses 1 and 2, I use the following models, with industry-and-year 

fixed effects included to examine the influence of regulatory focus on CSR strengths 

and concerns. 

Model 1: CSR_STRt = a0 + a1PROt-1 + a2PREt-1 + a3SALARYt-1 + a4BONUSt-1 + a5LTCt-1 + 

a6SIZEt-1 + a7ROEt-1 + a8DTEt-1 + INDUSTRY+YEAR+Ɛ                                      

Model 2: CSR_CONt = a0 + a1PROt-1 + a2PREt-1 + a3SALARYt-1 + a4BONUSt-1 + a5LTCt-1 

+ a6SIZEt-1 + a7ROEt-1 + a8DTEt-1 + INDUSTRY+YEAR+Ɛ         

Table 1 shows the variable definition respectively. I also control for CEO 

compensations as prior studies indicate that executive compensations can have an 

impact on firms’ social responsibility. I include three compensation measures to control 

the other factors which can affect CSR, including salary, bonus, and long-term 

compensation. Consistent with prior research, salary is expressed as CEO salary in 

Execucomp, while bonus and long-term compensations are measured in the percentage 

of CEO’s total compensation.  

McGuire et al. (2003) find no relation between social strengths and any type of 

compensation, including salary, bonus and long-term incentives. Salary and long-term 

incentives has strong explanatory power to weak social performance, and Mahoney et 

al. (2006) also support the same relation, but not long-term incentives. However, 

Mahoney et al. (2006) find both bonus and stock options are significantly positively 

associated with CSR strengths, which is contrast to McGuire et al. (2003). This 

indicates that further works are needed. Therefore, in this study, I do not make any 

prediction of the relation between CSR measures and CEO compensation, except for 

the salary component. 
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As for other control variables, size and profitability are expected to be associated 

with CSR performance (McGuire et al., 1988; McKendall, Sanchez and Sicilian, 1999; 

McWilliams and Siegel, 2000; Waddock and Graves, 1997). From the slack resources 

theory, prior studies suggest that larger firms tend to have more financial slack to take 

care of stakeholders, which in turn could enhance CSR (Waddock and Graves, 1997). 

I therefore use total assets and ROE to control for size and financial performance, 

respectively. Besides, similar to Mahoney et al. (2006), I use debt-to-equity as measure 

of leverage, another indicator of financial slack and free cash flow. Because growth rate 

and risks vary in wide range across industries, industry attributes are controlled by 

company’s SIC Code.  



‧
國

立
政 治

大

學
‧

N
a

t io
na l  Chengch i  U

niv

ers
i t

y

 

27 

 

Table 1 Variable definitions 

Variable   Definition Anticipated 

Direction 

Dependent Variables H1  H2 

CSR_STRt = The total CSR strength scores of Qualitative Issue Areas 

in KLD database in year t, including Community, 

Corporate Governance, Diversity, Employee Relations, 

Environment, Human Rights and Product Areas.   

  

CSR_CONt = The total CSR concerns scores of Qualitative Issue Areas 

in KLD database in year t, including Community, Corporate 

Governance, Diversity, Employee Relations, Environment, 

Human Rights and Product Areas. 

  

Independent Variables 

PROt-1 = The number of correspondent promotion words (see 

Appendix B) divided by total number of words in each 

sample firm’s letters to the shareholders, in year t-1   

┼ — 

PREt-1 = The number of correspondent prevention words (see 

Appendix B) divided by total number of words in each 

sample firm’s letters to the shareholders, in year t-1   

—  

Control Variables 

Salaryt-1 = Salary is measured by the cash paid to CEO reported in  ┼ 
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Execucomp in year t-1. (in thousands) 

Bonust-1 = The percentage of short-term incentives in CEO’s total 

compensation in year t-1.  

  

LTCt-1 = Long-term compensation is measure at the percentage of 

stock options and other long term incentives in CEO 

compensation in year t-1. 

  

SIZE t-1 = The natural log of total assets (in millions) in year t-1. ┼  

ROE t-1 = The ratio of net income to shareholders equity in year t-1 

as proxy for profitability. 

┼ — 

DTE t-1 = Debt-to-equity ratio. A measure of financial leverage 

calculated as total debt to total equity at year t-1. 

— ┼ 

 

  

http://www.investopedia.com/terms/s/shareholder.asp
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4.4 Sample Selection  

The sample in this study is consisted of S&P 1500 based on market capital in year 

2014 and excludes financial services and insurance firms (SIC code from 6000 to 6999) 

and utilities (SIC code from 4900 to 4949) due to the different regulations in these 

industries. Also, two dimensions of CSR areas (environment and product) are not 

applicable to finance firms. The initial sample size is 829 firms. Data on salary, bonus 

and, long term compensation is obtained from Execucomp. Financial data is drawn 

from Compustat North America. As to the sample of regulatory focus, I collected letters 

to the shareholders from companies’ websites. In total, I identify 6603 firm-year 

observations from 2003 to 2012. The strengths and concerns score on CSR is obtained 

from KLD database with one-year ahead to initial sample size. After matching future 

KLD data with other current year database, the missing data reduced the sample size to 

775 sample firms with 4714 firm-year observations from 2003 to 2012. The tabulated 

sample selection process is listed in Table 2. 
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Table 2 Sample Selection Process 

 Firm Size  Firm-Year 

Observations 

Firms under S&P 1500 in 2014 1349  

Deduct firms in: 

Financial and utilities, and other firms 

which have been merged after 2014 

(520)  

Initial sample size  829 11899 

Deduct missing data: 

Letters to the shareholders, compensation 

and other financial data  

 (5296) 

Deduct missing data:  

KLD data  

 (1889) 

Final sample size 775 4714 
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5. Empirical Results 

5.1 Descriptive Statistics 

Table 3 summarizes our sample and shows the descriptive statistics used in our 

model. All independent and control variables have already winsorized at the top and 

bottom 1% of their distribution. The mean of CSR_STR and CSR_CON are 2.547 and 

2.314 respectively, indicating that the mean net CSR score (deducting CSR_CON from 

CSR_STR) is 0.233, which is consistent to prior literature (e.g. Mahoney et al., 2006). 

We should also notice that CSR_STR is higher than CSR_CON on average, this may 

because CSR strengths have 44 indicators totally, while CSR concerns only have 35 

indicators. Turning to our main test variables, i.e., PRE and PRO, the mean values are 

0.002 and 0.013 respectively, suggesting that CEOs in our sample firm tend to use more 

promotion-oriented words in their letter to shareholders than prevention-oriented words. 

This is also found in Gamache et al. (2014). However, with high standard deviations of 

PRE and PRO (SD=0.002, 0.008), these two variables varied largely across companies. 

For control variables, our sample firms have 6.6 % return on equity and 1.375 

leverage of DTE on average. The mean company SIZE is 7.841 after logged. As to 

compensation measures, similar to prior research (McGuire et al., 2003), we find that 

the mean value of firm’s LTC accounts for about 68.5% of total CEO compensation, 

which reveals that the main portion of CEO’s compensation are long-term incentives 

such as stock options.  
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Table 3 Descriptive statistics 

 N Mean  SD p25 p50 p75 

Dependent Variables 

CSR_STR 4714 2.547 3.525 0.000 1.000 3.000 

CSR_CON 4714 2.314 2.241 1.000 2.000 3.000 

Independent Variables 

PRE 4714 0.002 0.002 0.000 0.001 0.002 

PRO 4714 0.013 0.008 0.009 0.012 0.015 

Control Variables 

SIZE 4714 7.841 1.520 6.719 7.644 8.817 

ROE 4714 0.066 0.143 0.035 0.064 8.817 

DTE 4714 1.375 1.934 0.571 1.009 1.583 

SALARY 4714 826.156  359.820 570.000 784.419 1000.000 

BONUS 4714 0.078 0.145 0.000 0.0000 0.111 

LTC 4714 0.685 0.238 0.591 0.769 0.856 

Variable definitions are in Table 1. 
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5.2 Correlation Matrix 

Table 4 presents the correlation matrix of Pearson and Spearman correlations for 

the variables used in this study. Consistent with prior CSR research, firm characteristics, 

SIZE, and DTE, are important drivers of the choice of CSR engagement. They are both 

statistically correlated to CSR (p-value <0.001). PRO (PRE) is negatively (positively) 

correlated with CSR_CON. PRO is negatively correlated with CSR_STH. Also, we 

observe a positive correlation between PRE and PRO (0.045, with p-value<0.001). This 

positive relation is also found on prior research (Lanaj et al., 2012; Gamache et al., 

2014), which indicates that promotion and prevention foci are relatively orthogonal. As 

to compensation measure, BONUS is negatively correlated with CSR_STH (-0.096, 

with p-value<0.001). This evidence suggests that the more short-term incentives in 

CEO’s total compensation, the less likely the firms will implement social activities, as 

the outcomes of CSR activities take longer times to realize.  
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Table 4 Correlation analyses 

 CSR_STH CSR_CON PRE PRO SIZE ROE DTE SALARY BONUS LTC 

CSR_STH 1.000 0.399 -0.004 -0.054 0.654 0.062 0.173 0.537 -0.096 0.263 

 (0.000) (0.787) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) 

CSR_CON 0.246 1.000 0.058 -0.068 0.540 0.025 0.110 0.450 0.021 0.121 

(0.000)  (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.092) (0.000) (0.000) (0.145) (0.000) 

PRE 0.012 0.100 1.000 0.045 0.027 -0.005 -0.002 0.004 -0.008 -0.020 

(0.409) (0.000)  (0.002) (0.066) (0.713) (0.892) (0.791) (0.594) (0.180) 

PRO -0.057 -0.074 -0.072 1.000 -0.079 0.046 -0.004 -0.042 0.01042 -0.043 

(0.000) (0.000) (0.000)  (0.000) (0.002) (0.758) (0.004) (0.474) (0.004) 

SIZE 0.620 0.420 0.059 -0.090 1.000 0.009 0.273 0.75013 -0.067 0.372 

(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)  (0.559) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) 

ROE 0.076 -0.003 -0.048 0.073 -0.052 1.000 0.091 0.045 0.063 -0.002 

(0.000) (0.844) (0.001) (0.000) (0.000)  (0.000) (0.002) (0.000) (0.918) 

DTE 0.260 0.200 0.039 -0.023 0.512 -0.247 1.000 0.22186 -0.040 0.101 

(0.000) (0.000) (0.007) (0.117) (0.000) (0.000)  (0.000) (0.006) (0.000) 

SALARY 0.508 0.337 0.025 -0.029 0.758 0.011 0.446 1.000 -0.091 0.308 
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Variable definitions are in Table 1. This table presents the correlation coefficient between the variables our model used. The sample comprises 

4714 firm-year observations representing 775 companies from 2003 to 2012. Pearson correlation matrix is reported on the upper diagonal; 

Spearman correlation matrix is reported on lower diagonal. The two-tailed p-values are shown in parentheses.  

 

 

  

(0.000) (0.000) (0.084) (0.043) (0.000) (0.459) (0.000)  (0.000) (0.000) 

BONUS -0.082 0.038 0.001 -0.021 -0.056 0.08448 -0.039 -0.116 1.000 -0.663 

(0.000) (0.009) (0.962) (0.143) (0.000) (0.000) (0.007) (0.000)  (0.000) 

LTC 0.341 0.126 0.006 -0.011 0.453 0.052 0.189 0.379 -0.553 1.000 

(0.000) (0.000) (0.689) (0.460) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)  
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5.3 Multivariate Regressions 

Table 5 presents the regression result of our models. I also use Poisson model to 

test the hypothesis, and the results are similar to those reported. Model 1 tests the 

prediction that whether promotion focused CEOs (PRO) and premotion focused CEOs 

(PRE) have a positive or negative association with CSR_STH, while Model 2 tests the 

regulatory focus on CSR_CON. 

The coefficient on PRO of Model 1 is insignificant (4.262, p-value>0.1), which is 

inconsistent with H1a. The result suggests that CEOs with high promotion focus do not 

promise the firm a more social orientation. However, consistent with H1b, in Model 2 

we find a significantly negative association between CSR_CON and PRO (-4.666, p-

value<0.1), which infer that CEOs having 1% more promotion focus characteristics will 

decrease the company’s CSR concerns by 0.05 points roughly. This association 

supports our hypothesis that promotion focus people are more likely to seize the 

opportunities to enhance firm’s CSR performance.   

 H2a predicts CEO with high prevention focused (PRE) would embrace less CSR 

strategies and thus lower the CSR_STH. Nevertheless, in H2b, I assume that the 

association between PRE and CSR_CON is unclear because the positive and negative 

forces may offset each other. Model 1 describes that the coefficient on PRE to 

CSR_STH is significantly negative (-54.035, p-value<0.01). H2a was confirmed, 

suggesting that prevention focused CEOs’ too much concerns and vigilance on CSR 

strategy may cause less social actions to screen out. 1% increase in PRE reduces 

CSR_STR by 0.54. On the other hand, PRE is positively associated with CSR_CON 

(45.012, p-value<0.01). This implies that prevention focused CEOs may be aware that 

these voluntary actions could waste time and company resources in the end. The 

conservative personal attributes surpass their vigilance and obligation side at heart 
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which tend to obey the rules and decrease CSR concerns.  

The coefficients on control variables are generally consistent with our prediction, 

which provides the validity to our models. Two exceptions include ROE and DTE in 

Model 2 which control for profitability and financial slacks. The opposite signs of two 

control variables symbolize that company with less economic resources doesn’t 

necessarily suffer from more CSR concerns, it can enjoy less concerns as well. This 

may due to the reason that the concept of CSR has gained more and more attention 

worldwide in recent years, even firms with limited resources are willing to invest in 

lowering CSR concerns or specialized in local needs and initiatives (Blombäck and 

Wigren, 2009). To compensation determinants, as expected, SALARY is positively 

associated with CSR_CON, indicating that high fixed-income compensation could 

divert managerial attention away from stockholders’ interest and thus have worse social 

performance (Berman,1999). The other control variables about compensation (BONUS 

and LTC) are also significantly associated with CSR measures, but with asymmetric 

influence.  

As a whole, the evidence on Table 5 Regulatory focus as a determinant of CSR 

performancesupport our hypothesis H1 and H2. Moreover, we also find a strong 

relation between prevention focus (PRE) and CSR concerns(CSR_CON). These 

findings confirm the contention that people with distinct focus will align their 

engagements with their goal orientation (in this study, CSR scores).  
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Table 5 Regulatory focus as a determinant of CSR performance 

 CSR_STH (Model 1) CSR_CON (Model 2) 

 Pred. 

sign 

Coeff. t-value Pred. 

sign 

Coeff. t-value 

Intercept  -9.423 -29.57***  -4.481 -20.36*** 

PRE — -54.035 -3.05*** ? 45.012 3.83*** 

PRO ┼ -4.262 -1.01 — -4.666 -1.66* 

SIZE ┼ 1.476 27.04***  0.706 21.23*** 

ROE ┼ 1.454 4.47*** — 0.351 1.90* 

DTE — -0.020 -0.86 ┼ -0.038 -2.28** 

SALARY   0.001 4.11*** ┼ 0.001 6.95*** 

BONUS  -1.423 -4.15***  -0.651 -2.77*** 

LTC  -0.744 -3.46***  -0.721 -5.45*** 

IND  Included  Included 

YEAR  Included  Included 

N  4714  4714 

Adj R2  0.4797  0.4314 

*, ** and *** indicate that the estimated coefficient is statistically significant at the 10 

percent, 5 percent, and 1 percent levels respectively, using two tailed test. 
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6. Additional Tests 

6.1 Total CSR as an Alternative Measure of CSR Strengths and 

Concerns 

In this section, I substitute the two dependent variables with total net CSR 

(measured in seven qualitative issue areas of KLD database). 

 Total_CSR = CSR_STH - CSR_CON  

I expect that CEOs with high prevention focus are more likely to have lower 

Total_CSR. However, I do not make any prediction regarding the relation between PRO 

and Total_CSR. The untabulated results show that PRE is negatively associated with 

Total_CSR, while PRO is insignificantly associated with Total_CSR.  

6.2 Sales Growth  

McGuire et al. (1988) used sales growth as an accounting-based performance 

measure to control for company’s profitability. They find that sales growth is associated 

with high social responsibility, which is in line with slack resources theory. Therefore, 

I include sales growth in our regression model. To test whether the company with high 

sales growth are more socially responsible in the following year, I set 

HIGH_GROWTH as 1 if our sample firm’s sales growth is higher than median in that 

year, and a zero otherwise. Table 6 Additional Test: Sales Growthpresents the results. 

The coefficient for the interaction between HIGH_GROWTH and PRE in the 

regression of CSR_CON is negative and significant (-54.533, p-value<0.05). However, 

the interaction term is insignificant in the regression of CSR_STH. These results 

suggest that companies which enjoy high sales growth in past years can mitigate the 

original CSR weakness that its prevention-oriented CEO may lead to. High sales growth 

seems to offer prevention-oriented CEO with more economic resources to devote on 

lessening social irresponsibility and thus have lower CSR_CON. 
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Table 6 Additional Test: Sales Growth 

 CSR_STH (Model 1) CSR_CON (Model 2) 

 Coeff. t-value Coeff. t-value 

Intercept -9.317 -29.10*** -4.562 -21.46*** 

PRE -42.435 -1.52 78.906 4.15*** 

PRO -4.055 -0.82 -7.850 -2.15** 

HIGH_GROWTH -0.139 -0.91 -0.093 -0.96 

PRE*HIGH_GROWTH -21.424 -0.6 -54.533 -2.27** 

PRO*HIGH_GROWTH 0.231 0.03 9.179 1.52 

SIZE 1.473 27.01*** 0.708 21.59*** 

ROE 1.529 4.63*** 0.367 1.97** 

DTE -0.023 -0.98 -0.038 -2.28** 

SALARY  0.001 4.07*** 0.001 6.81*** 

BONUS -1.319 -3.82*** -0.602 -2.53** 

LTC -0.696 -3.23*** -0.706 -5.25*** 

IND Included Included 

YEAR Included Included 

N 4714 4714 

Adj R2 0.4800 0.4320 

*, ** and *** indicate that the estimated coefficient is statistically significant at the 10 

percent, 5 percent, and 1 percent levels respectively, using two tailed test. 
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6.3 The Causality of Corporate Governance and CSR 

The relation between corporate governance (CG) and CSR has been discussed 

widely for a long time. Although the interrelationships are still inconclusive by some 

scholars (e.g. Margolis and Walsh, 2003; Baron, Harjoto and Jo, 2011), Jamali et al. 

(2008) suggest that “CG as a necessary pillar for sustainable CSR.” 

Jo and Harjoto (2012) examine the casual effect between CG and CSR and find 

that prior year CG is positively associated with a company’s CSR activities, which is 

in support of the conflict-resolution hypothesis, but not the overinvestment theory. 

Therefore, I exclude corporate governance measures from the CSR strengths and CSR 

concerns variables, and follow Kim et al., (2012) by adding a corporate governance 

score (CGSCORE) as a control variable in the model.  

CGSCORE= CG strengths - CG concerns in KLD database. 

CGSCORE covers compensation, transparency, ownership and other items. In 

addition, I create an interaction term by computing CGSCORE and PRO(PRE) to 

further explore the effects of regulatory focus on CSR scores. 

As presented in Table 7, CGSCORE is positive (negative) and significant (p-

value<0.01) to CSR_STH (CSR_CON), which is consistent with Jo and Harjoto’s 

(2012) finding that CG mechanisms are important drivers to better CSR performance. 

As for the interaction term, the PRO* CGSCORE coefficient is significantly positive 

(8.613, p-value<0.05). It indicates that strong corporate governance does not further 

enhance firm’s CSR scores once CEOs are with high promotion focus. In a good CG 

environment, such CEOs can even be distracted from other business strategies and 

therefore result in more CSR weaknesses.  
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Table 7 Additional Test: CG Including in Control Variables 

 CSR_STH (Model 1) CSR_CON (Model 2) 

 Coeff. t-value Coeff. t-value 

Intercept -9.4728 -32.18*** -3.3997 -17.42*** 

PRE -68.9188 -3.87*** 42.3517 3.75*** 

PRO -6.4484 -1.73* -4.5540 -1.70* 

CGSCORE 0.6067 6.29*** -0.2119 -3.43*** 

PRE* CGSCORE -12.5099 -0.49 6.2796 0.36 

PRO* CGSCORE 2.0562 0.4 8.6132 2.29** 

SIZE 1.4441 29.49*** 0.6074 20.10*** 

ROE 1.4234 4.75*** 0.2490 1.52 

DTE -0.0157 -0.71 -0.0340 -2.28** 

SALARY  0.0009 4.31*** 0.0008 6.09*** 

BONUS -1.0335 -3.27*** -0.9967 -4.48*** 

LTC -0.3435 -1.7* -0.9660 -7.40*** 

IND Included Included 

YEAR Included Included 

N 4639 4639 

Adj R2 0.5100 0.3857 

*, ** and *** indicate that the estimated coefficient is statistically significant at the 10 

percent, 5 percent, and 1 percent levels respectively, using two tailed test. 
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6.4 The Net Effect of Promotion and Prevention Foci on CSR  

In our main test, I examine the association of different regulatory focus on CSR 

strengths and CSR concerns separately. Given the distinct effect of PRE and PRO on 

CSR, we do not know if CEOs with both high or both low regulatory foci could lead to 

any impact on CSR. Therefore, in this additional test, I substitute PRO and PRE with a 

net measure of regulator focus, OFFSET, where 

OFFSET= PRO - PRE 

 to get a net percentage and see if the net effect would affect CSR scores in each 

sample firm. A positive OFFSET indicates that a firm’s CEO uses more promotion 

focus words than prevention focus words in its letters to the shareholders, which is 

assumed to be more promotion-oriented in our study, and vice versa.  

Table 8 demonstrate the results as we set OFFSET as the net value of PRE and 

PRO. There is an insignificant relation between OFFSET and CSR_STH (-1.612, p-

value>0.1). However, there is a negative and significant relation between OFFSET and 

CSR_CON (-6.501, p-value<0.05). The findings indicate that if CEO’s promotion 

focused characteristic is greater than its prevention personal value, these firms tend to 

have less CSR concerns. 
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Table 8 Additional Test: Offset PRE and PRO 

 CSR_STH (Model 1) CSR_CON (Model 2) 

 Coeff. t-value Coeff. t-value 

Intercept -9.553 -30.00*** -4.391 -20.06*** 

OFFSET -1.612 -0.43 -6.501 -2.21** 

SIZE 1.472 26.99*** 0.709 21.32*** 

ROE 1.442 4.44*** 0.359 1.94* 

DTE -0.020 -0.86 -0.038 -2.27** 

SALARY  0.001 4.10*** 0.001 6.95*** 

BONUS -1.388 -4.05*** -0.675 -2.87*** 

LTC -0.699 -3.25*** -0.753 -5.70*** 

IND Included Included 

YEAR Included Included 

N 4714 4714 

Adj R2 0.4789 0.4309 

*, ** and *** indicate that the estimated coefficient is statistically significant at the 10 

percent, 5 percent, and 1 percent levels respectively, using two tailed test. 
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6.5 The Breakdown on CSR_CON 

In H2b, I first do not predict the association between PRE and CSR_CON. 

However, in response to significantly positive relation in the multivariate regression, 

this additional test aims to further explore the results by breaking down CSR_CON into 

7 qualitative issue areas, which are Community (COM_CON), Corporate Governance 

(CG_CON), Diversity (DIV_CON), Employee Relations (EMP_CON), Environment 

(ENV_CON), Human Rights (HUM_CON) and Product (PRO_CON). 

As shown in Table 9, the coefficients on COM_CON, ENV_CON, and 

HUM_CON are significantly positive, while negative on EMP_CON. The result 

indicates that CEOs with high prevention focus cannot quickly react to increasingly 

stringent requirements, such as the quality of life in its community, hazardous waste, 

climate change, labor rights concerns, that many governments take more seriously over 

the past few years. However, they do really well on internal company issue. They lessen 

the poor union relations and pension concerns inside the company. 

Jaskiewicz and Luchak (2013) draw on regulatory focus theory and find that 

family-ties could trigger relatively higher prevention focus. Family CEOs, who tend to 

be prevention focused, choose to maintain control and develop a more conservative 

strategy. Afterwards, they are sensitive to the internal change of the firm. For example, 

they sustain a regular income and protect financial and social interests for whole 

company, which is consistent to my empirical results (less EMP_CON).  

On the other hand, in dynamic and fast-changing environment, non-family CEOs 

who usually have less prevention focus would be more successful because they exert 

flexibility and respond speedily to uncertainty, and this is not what prevention focused 

CEOs good at (Jaskiewicz and Luchak, 2013). As such, high prevention focused CEOs 

would bring more concerns on Community, Environment, and Human Rights, as I find. 
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Table 9 Additional Test: Breaking Down CSR_CON into 7 Qualitative Areas 

  (1) COM_CON  (2) CG_CON  

 Coeff. t-value Coeff. t-value 

Intercept -0.428 -12.698*** -1.036 -16.34*** 

PRE 14.806 6.17*** 4.165 1.01 

PRO -1.137 -3.23*** -0.849 -0.94 

SIZE 0.060 10.81*** 0.103 10.20*** 

ROE 0.05 1.37 0.116 2.19** 

DTE -0.004 -1.56 -0.009 -2.16** 

SALARY  0.0001 3.86*** 0.0001 4.77*** 

BONUS -0.09 -2.16** 0.262 3.33*** 

LTC -0.066 -2.79*** 0.189 3.97*** 

IND Included Included 

YEAR Included Included 

N 4714 4714 

Adj R2 0.1905 0.2981 

*, ** and *** indicate that the estimated coefficient is statistically significant at the 10 

percent, 5 percent, and 1 percent levels respectively, using two tailed test. 
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Table 9 Additional Test: Breaking Down CSR_CON into 7 Qualitative Areas (Cont.) 

 (3) DIV_CON  (4) EMP_CON  

 Coeff. t-value Coeff. t-value 

Intercept 1.441 20.59*** -1.450 -20.44*** 

PRE 0.879 0.19 -8.868 -2.11** 

PRO 0.378 0.27 -1.864 -1.87* 

SIZE -0.063 -6.41*** 0.204 17.85*** 

ROE 0.043 0.72 0.002 0.03 

DTE -0.005 -1.02 0.002 0.37 

SALARY  -0.0001 -3.84*** 0.0001 3.28*** 

BONUS -0.033 -0.35 -0.331 -3.33** 

LTC -0.212 -3.84*** -0.169 -3.06** 

IND Included Included 

YEAR Included Included 

N 4714 4714 

Adj R2 0.2018 0.3263 

*, ** and *** indicate that the estimated coefficient is statistically significant at the 10 

percent, 5 percent, and 1 percent levels respectively, using two tailed test. 
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Table 9 Additional Test: Breaking Down CSR_CON into 7 Qualitative Areas (Cont.) 

 (5) ENV_CON  (6) HUM_CON  

 Coeff. t-value Coeff. t-value 

Intercept -1.332 -17.99*** -0.408 -11.36*** 

PRE 28.635 5.81*** 5.729 2.61*** 

PRO -1.315 -1.55 1.396 2.01** 

SIZE 0.177 15.22*** 0.042 6.90*** 

ROE -0.022 -0.39 0.050 1.71 

DTE -0.008 -1.40 -0.003 -0.96 

SALARY  0.0002 5.55*** 0.0002 6.53*** 

BONUS -0.292 -3.27*** -0.027 -0.59 

LTC -0.237 -4.63*** -0.086 -3.11*** 

IND Included Included 

YEAR Included Included 

N 4714 4714 

Adj R2 0.3138 0.1641 

*, ** and *** indicate that the estimated coefficient is statistically significant at the 10 

percent, 5 percent, and 1 percent levels respectively, using two tailed test. 
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Table 9 Additional Test: Breaking Down CSR_CON into 7 Qualitative Areas (Cont.) 

 (7) PRO_CON  

 Coeff. t-value   

Intercept -1.268 -18.26***   

PRE -0.333 -0.09   

PRO -1.273 -1.72*   

SIZE 0.184 16.32***   

ROE 0.110 1.87*   

DTE -0.010 -2.34**   

SALARY  0.0001 3.69***   

BONUS -0.142 -1.97**   

LTC -0.140 -3.56***   

IND Included  

YEAR Included  

N 4714  

Adj R2 0.2848  

*, ** and *** indicate that the estimated coefficient is statistically significant at the 10 

percent, 5 percent, and 1 percent levels respectively, using two tailed test. 
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7. Conclusion 

The growing awareness of CSR has a huge influence on both within and outside 

of corporations. The triggers on CSR activities can be of great significance to board 

decision and even the whole society. Chin, Hambrick and Treviño (2013) suggest that 

firms’ practices on CSR stem from CEO’s value and ideology because their personal 

preference can inject into corporate policies. 

This study investigates whether CEOs’ psychological characteristics (i.e. 

promotion and prevention foci), proxied by the total correspondent key words found in 

the letters to the shareholders, is related to CSR engagements. I hand-collected the 

annual report of S&P 1500 listed firms in the year 2003 to 2012 and use text analysis 

to capture the intensity of CEO’s regulatory focus. 

 CEOs with higher promotion focus have a tendency of pursuing growth, 

accomplishments and do not want to miss any opportunity. This study provides 

evidence on that CEOs with this type of regulatory focus is significantly more likely to 

enjoy less CSR concerns. However, I do not find any relation between CSR strengths 

and promotion focus. This may suggest that the extraordinary socially responsible firms 

are less subject to CEO’s psychological attributes than poor CSR firms do. On the other 

hand, prevention focused CEOs emphasize more on the quality of strategies and are 

more conservative on socially risky behavior. The results indicate that high prevention 

focus is associated with weak social performance, that is, more CSR concerns and less 

CSR strengths. Overall, these findings are consistent with the regulatory fit theory. A 

“match” of the goal-pursuit and personal orientation is likely to increase the intensity 

of motivation to achieve the goal.  

This study explores the determinants influencing CSR practices, which is an 
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important issue while less examined by prior literature. Besides, in line with what 

McGuire et al. (2003) and Mahoney et al. (2006) suggest for future work, I investigate 

the relation between managers’ psychological characteristic and social performance, 

which could have implications for companies in the session of nominating CEO.    

 One of the limitations of this study is that the CSR score used in this study is 

binary, instead of a continuous indicator, which cast an argument for its unbalanced 

panel (Chatterji et al, 2009). Moreover, as I do not test if there is an apparent regulatory 

focus difference after CEO change, using the letters to the shareholders may not 

precisely capture CEO’s psychological attributes. Also, as mentioned before, early 

experience is an important element affecting regulatory focus. CEO’s regulatory focus 

may also be influenced by previous CSR strategies, resulting in reversed causality.   

 I suggest several directions for further research. First, this study assesses the 

impact of CEO regulatory focus on CSR behaviors, but future research could include 

other psychological attributes, such as CEO cognition, charisma to further explore.  

Second, as my findings indicate that CEO regulatory focus could be important 

factors in enforcing CSR strategies, there might be other strategic actions that would be 

influenced by top manager’s regulatory focus, both on financial and nonfinancial sides. 

For example, promotion focus may be good at developing a new market and maximize 

sales revenue while prevention focus has its ability in improving cost structures and 

efficiency. 

Finally, since there is a wide variety of issue areas in CSR activities, research could 

extend my findings by subdividing total CSR into smaller qualitative areas, and relate 

them with different level of regulatory focus. 
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Appendix A List of Strengths and Concern Items in KLD Database 

Social Ratings in KLD 

ISSUE AREAS STRENGTHS CONCERNS 

COMMUNITY Charitable Giving Investment Controversies 

Innovative Giving Negative Economic Impact 

Non-US Charitable Giving Indigenous Peoples Relations  

Support for Housing Tax Disputes 

Support for Education Other Concern  

Indigenous Peoples Relations  

Volunteer Programs 

Other Strength 

CORPORATE 

GOVERNANCE 

Limited Compensation High Compensation 

Ownership Strength Ownership Concern 

Transparency Strength Accounting Concern 

Political Accountability Strength Transparency Concern 

Other Strength Political Accountability Concern 

 Other Concern 

DIVERSITY CEO Controversies 

 Promotion Non-Representation 

 Board of Directors Other Concern 

 Work/Life Benefits  

 Women & Minority Contracting  
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 Employment of the Disabled  

Gay & Lesbian Policies 

Other Strength 

EMPLOYEE 

RELATIONS 

Strong Union Relations  Poor Union Relations 

No-Layoff Policy Health and Safety Concern 

Cash Profit Sharing Workforce Reductions 

Employee Involvement Retirement Benefits Concern 

Retirement Benefits Strength Other Concern 

 Health and Safety Strength  

Other Strength  

ENVIRONMENT Beneficial Products and Services Hazardous Waste 

Pollution Prevention Regulatory Problems 

Recycling Ozone Depleting Chemicals 

Clean Energy Substantial Emissions 

Communications Agricultural Chemicals 

Property, Plant, and Equipment Climate Change 

Management Systems Other Concern 

Other Strength  

HUMAN RIGHTS Indigenous Peoples Relations 

Strength 

Burma Concern 

 Labor Rights Strength Labor Rights Concern 

 Other Strength Indigenous Peoples Relations 
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Concern 

  Other Concern 

PRODUCT Quality Product Safety 

 R&D/Innovation Marketing/Contracting Concern 

 Benefits to Economically 

Disadvantaged 

Antitrust 

Other Concern 

 Other Strength  

These items are referenced from Harjoto and J0 (2011) and the article “How to Use 

KLD STATS & ESG Ratings Definitions” published by RiskMetrics Group (formerly 

KLD Research & Analytics, Inc.) in 2010. 
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Appendix B Regulatory Focus Words 

Promotion Words Prevention Words 

Accomplish 

Achieve 

Aspire 

Aspiration 

Advancement 

Attain 

Desire 

Earn 

Expand 

Grow 

Gain 

Hope 

Hoping 

Ideal 

Improve 

Increase 

Momentum 

Obtain 

Optimistic 

Progress 

Promotion 

Promoting 

Speed 

Swift 

Toward 

Velocity 

Wish 

Accuracy 

Afraid 

Anxious 

Avoid 

Careful 

Conservative 

Defend 

Duty 

Escape 

Escaping 

Evade 

Fail 

Fear 

Loss 

Obligation 

Ought 

Pain 

Prevent 

Protect 

Responsible 

Risk 

Safety 

Security 

Threat 

Vigilance 



‧
國

立
政 治

大

學
‧

N
a

t io
na l  Chengch i  U

niv

ers
i t

y

 

56 

 

References 

Chinese 

黃瓊瑤、王癸元、張鳳真，2013，企業社會責任事件宣告與股價異常報酬之研

究，當代會計，第十四卷第二期：175-204頁。 

English 

Aaker, J. L. and A.Y. Lee. 2006. Understanding Regulatory Fit. Journal of Marketing 

Research 43(1): 15-19  

Agle, B. R., N. J. Nagarajan., J. A. Sonnenfeld. and D. Srinivasan, 2006. Does CEO 

charisma matter? An empirical analysis of the relationships among organizational 

performance, environmental uncertainty, and top management team perceptions 

of CEO charisma. Academy of Management Journal 49(1): 161-174. 

Alexander, G., and R. Buchholtz. 1982. Corporate Social Responsibility and Stock 

Market Performance. Academy of Management Journal 21(3): 479-486. 

Aupperle, K. E., A. B. Carrol, and J. D. Hatfield. 1985. An Empirical Examination of 

the Relationship between Corporate Social Responsibility and Profitability. 

Academy of Management Journal 28(2): 446-463. 

Barnea, A., and A. Rubin. 2010. Corporate social responsibility as a conflict between 

shareholders. Journal of Business Ethics 97(1): 71-86. 

Barney, J. 1991. Firm resources and sustained competitive advantage. Journal of 

Management 17(1): 99-120. 

Baron, D., M. Harjoto, and H. Jo. 2011. The economics and politics of corporate social 

performance. Business and Politics 13(2): 1-46 (Article 1). 

Berle, A. A. 1931. Corporate Powers as powers in trust. Harvard Law 

Review 44(7): 1049-1079. 

Berman, S. 1999. Managerial Opportunism and Firm Performance: An Empirical Test 

of Instrumental Stakeholder Theory. Academy of Management Meeting, Chicago, 

IL. 

Beurden, P., and T. Gössling. 2008. The worth of values—a literature review on the 

relation between corporate social and financial performance. Journal of Business 

Ethics 82(2): 407-424. 

Blombäck, Anna and C. Wigren. 2009. Challenging the importance of size as 

determinant for CSR activities. Management of Environmental Quality: An 

International Journal 20(3):255-270. 

Bowen, H. R. 1953. Social responsibilities of the businessman. New York: Harper & 

Row  

Brammer, S., C. Brooks and S. Pavelin. 2006, Corporate Social Performance and Stock 

https://scholar.google.com.tw/citations?user=oJ4GQREAAAAJ&hl=zh-TW&oi=sra


‧
國

立
政 治

大

學
‧

N
a

t io
na l  Chengch i  U

niv

ers
i t

y

 

57 

 

Returns UK Evidence from Disaggregate Measures. Financial Management 35(3): 

97-116. 

Branco, M. C., and L. L. Rodrigues. 2006. Corporate Social Responsibility and 

Resource Based Perspectives. Journal of Business Ethics 69(2): 111-132. 

Brockner, J., and E. T. Higgins. 2001. Regulatory focus theory: Implications for the 

study of emotions at work. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision 

Processes 86(1): 35-66. 

Brockner, J., E. T. Higgins, and M. B. Low. 2004. Regulatory focus theory and the 

entrepreneurial process. Journal of Business Venturing 19(2): 203-220. 

Cardon, M. S., J. Wincent, J. Singh, and M. Drnovsek. 2009. The nature and experience 

of entrepreneurial passion. Academy of Management Review 34(3): 511-532. 

Carpenter, M. A., M. A. Geletkanycz, and Sanders, W. G. 2004. Upper echelons 

research revisited: Antecedents, elements, and consequences of top management 

team composition. Journal of management 30(6): 749-778. 

Carroll, A. B. 1979. A Three-Dimensional Conceptual Model of Corporate 

Performance. Academy of Management Rreview 4(4): 497-505. 

Carroll, A. B. 2015. Corporate Social Responsibility: The centerpiece of competing and 

complementary frameworks. Organizational Dynamics 44(2): 87-96. 

Cespa, G., and G. Cestone. 2007. Corporate social responsibility and managerial 

entrenchment. Journal of Economics and Management Strategy 16(3): 741-771. 

Chatterji, A., D. Levine, and M. Toffel. 2009. How well do social ratings actually 

measure corporate social responsibility? Journal of Economics and Management 

Strategy 18(1): 125-169. 

Chin, M. K., D. C. Hambrick, and L. K. Treviño. 2013. Political ideologies of CEOs 

the influence of executives’ values on corporate social responsibility. 

Administrative Science Quarterly 58(2): 197-232. 

Cochran, P. L., and R. A. Wood. 1984. Corporate Social Responsibility and Financial 

Performance. Academy of Management Journal 27(1): 42-56. 

Crowe, E., and E. T Higgins. 1997. Regulatory focus and strategic inclinations: 

Promotion and prevention in decision-making. Organizational Behavior and 

Human Decision Processes 69(2): 117-132. 

Daly, J. P., R. W. Pouder, and B. Kabanoff. 2004. The effects of initial differences in 

firms’ espoused values on their postmerger performance. Journal of Applied 

Behavioral Science 40(3): 323-343. 

Davis, K. 1960. Can Business Afford to Ignore Social Responsibilities? California 

Management Review 2(3):70-76. 

Delgado-Garcia, J. B., and J. M. De La Fuente-Sabate. 2010. How do CEO emotions 



‧
國

立
政 治

大

學
‧

N
a

t io
na l  Chengch i  U

niv

ers
i t

y

 

58 

 

matter? Impact of CEO affective traits on strategic and performance conformity in 

the Spanish banking industry. Strategic Management Journal 31(5): 562-574. 

Dhaliwal, D. S., O. Z. Li, and A. Tsang. 2011. Voluntary Nonfinancial Disclosure and 

the Cost of Equity Capital: The Initiation of Corporate Social Responsibility 

Reporting. The Accounting Review 86(1): 59-100. 

Dhaliwal, D. S., S. Radhakrishnan, A. Tsang, and Y. G. Yang. 2012. Nonfinancial 

disclosure and analyst forecast accuracy: International evidence on corporate 

social responsibility disclosure. The Accounting Review 87(3): 723-759. 

Donaldson, T. and L. Preston. 1995. The Stakeholder Theory of the Corporation: 

Concepts, Evidence, and Implications. Academy of Management Review 20(1): 

65-91. 

Dodd, E. M. 1932, For Whom are Corporate Managers Trustees? Harvard Law 

Review 45(7): 1145-1163. 

Dowell, G., S. Hart, and B. Yeung. 2000. Do corporate global environmental standards 

create or destroy market value? Management Science 46(8): 1059-1074. 

Eggers, J. P., and S. Kaplan. 2009. Cognition and renewal: Comparing CEO and 

organizational effects on incumbent adaptation to technical change. Organization 

Science 20(2): 461-477. 

Fanelli, A., Misangyi, V. F., and H. L. Tosi. 2009. In charisma we trust: The effects of 

CEO charismatic visions on securities analysts. Organization Science 20(6): 1011-

1033.  

Förster, J., E. T. Higgins, and A. T. Bianco. 2003. Speed/accuracy decisions in task 

performance: Built-in trade-off or separate strategic concerns? Organizational 

Behavior and Human Decision Processes 90(1): 148-164.  

Francis, M.E., J. W. Pennebaker. Dallas, TX: Southern Methodist University; 1993. 

LIWC: Linguistic Inquiry and Word Count  

Freeman, R. E., 1994. The Politics of doing well by doing good holder Theory: Some 

Future Directions. Business Ethics Quarterly 4(4): 409-421. 

Freeman, R. E., 1984. Strategic management: A stakeholder approach. Boston, MA: 

Pitman Publishing Inc. 

Freitas, A. L., N. Liberman, and E. T. Higgins. 2002. Regulatory Fit and Resisting 

Temptation During Goal Pursuit. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology 

38(3): 291-298. 

Friedman, M. 1970. Social Responsibility of Business. The New York Times Magazine, 

September 13, by The New York Times Company. 

Gamache, D. L., G. McNamara, and M. J. Mannor. 2014. Motivated to Acquire? The 

Impact of CEO Regulatory Focus on Firm Acquisitions. Academy of Management 



‧
國

立
政 治

大

學
‧

N
a

t io
na l  Chengch i  U

niv

ers
i t

y

 

59 

 

Journal 58(4): 1261-1282. 

Guth, W. D., and R. Tagiuri. 1965. Personal values and corporate strategy. Harvard 

Business Review 43(5): 123-132. 

Haleblian, J., C. E. Devers, G. McNamara, M. A. Carpenter, and R. B. Davison. 2009. 

Taking stock of what we know about mergers and acquisitions: A review and 

research agenda. Journal of Management 35(3): 469-502. 

Hambrick, D. C., and P. A. Mason. 1984. Upper echelons: The organization as a 

reflection of its top managers. Academy of Management Review 9(2): 193-206. 

Harjoto, M. A., and H. Jo. 2011. Corporate governance and CSR nexus. Journal of 

Business Ethics 100(1), 45-67. 

Hartman, C. and C. Beck-Dudley. 1999. Marketing Strategies and the Search for Virtue: 

A Case Analysis of the Body Shop, International. Journal of Business Ethics 20(3): 

249-263.  

Higgins, E. T. 1997. Beyond pleasure and pain. American Psychologist 52(12): 1280-

1300. 

Higgins, E. T. 2000. Making a good decision: Value from fit. American Psychologist 

55(11): 1217-1230. 

Higgins, E. T. 2005. Value from regulatory fit. Current Directions in Psychological 

Science 14(4): 209-213. 

Higgins, E. T., I. Silberman. 1998. Development of regulatory focus: Promotion and 

prevention as ways of living. New York, NY, US: Cambridge University Press. 

pp. 78-113. 

Higgins, E. T., and S. Spiegel. 2004. Promotion and prevention strategies for self-

regulation: A motivated cognition perspective. In R. F. Baumeister and K. D. Vohs 

(Eds.), Handbook of self-regulation: Research, theory, and applications: 171-187. 

New York: Guilford Press. 

Huang, X., L. Watson. 2015. Corporate social responsibility research in accounting. 

Journal of Accounting Literature 34: 1-16. 

Jamali, D., A. M. Safieddine, and M. Rabbath. 2008. Corporate governance and 

corporate social responsibility synergies and interrelationships. Corporate 

Governance: An International Review 16(5): 443-459. 

Jaskiewicz, P., and A. A. Luchak. 2013. Explaining performance differences between 

family firms with family and nonfamily CEOs: it's the nature of the tie to the 

family that counts! Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice 37(6): 1361-1367. 

Jo, H., and M. A. Harjoto. 2012. The causal effect of corporate governance on corporate 

social responsibility. Journal of Business Ethics 106(1): 53-72. 

Johnson, H. L. 1971. Business in Contemporary Society: Framework and issues. 



‧
國

立
政 治

大

學
‧

N
a

t io
na l  Chengch i  U

niv

ers
i t

y

 

60 

 

Belmont, CA: Wadsworth. 

Johnson, P. D., M. B. Smith, J. C. Wallace, A. D. Hill, and R. A. Baron. 2015. A Review 

of Multilevel Regulatory Focus in Organizations. Journal of Management 41(5): 

1501-1529. 

Johnson, R. E., and L. Steinman. 2009. Use of implicit measures for organizational 

research: An empirical example. Canadian Journal of Behavioural Science 41(4): 

202. 

Kane, E.J. 2002. Using Deferred Compensation to Strengthen the Ethics of Financial 

Regulation. Journal of Banking and Finance 26(9):1919-1933. 

Kaplan, S. 2008. Cognition, capabilities, and incentives: assessing firm response to the 

fiber-optic revolution. Academy of Management Journal 51(4): 672-695. 

Kim, Y., M. S. Park, and B. Wier. 2012. Is Earnings Quality Associated with Corporate 

Social Responsibility? The Accounting Review 87(3): 761-796.  

Kinder, P. D., S. D. Lydenberg, and A. L. Domini. 1990. Social screens key to ratings. 

Cambridge, MA: Kinder, Lydenberg & Domini & Co. 

Lanaj, K., C. H. Chang, and R. E. Johnson. 2012. Regulatory focus and work-related 

outcomes: A review and meta-analysis. Psychological Bulletin 138(5): 998-1034. 

Mahoney L, L. Thorne. 2006. An examination of the structure of executive 

compensation and corporate social responsibility: a Canadian investigation. 

Journal of Business Ethics 69(2): 149-162. 

Margolis J. D., J. P. Walsh. 2003. Misery loves company: rethinking social initiatives 

by business. Administrative Science Quarterly 48(2): 268-305. 

Mattingly, J. E., and S. Berman. 2006. Measurement of corporate social action: 

Discovering taxonomy in the Kinder Lydenburg Domini ratings data. Business 

and Society 45(1): 1-27. 

McClelland, P. L., X. Liang, and V. L. Barker. 2010. CEO commitment to the status 

quo: Replication and extension using content analysis. Journal of Management 

36(5): 1251-1277. 

McGuire, J. W. 1963. Business and Society. New York: McGraw-Hill 

McGuire, J. B., A. Sundgren, and T. Schneeweiss. 1988. Corporate Social 

Responsibility and Firm Financial Performance. Academy of Management Journal 

31(4): 854-872. 

McGuire J., S. Dow, and K. Argheyd. 2003. CEO Incentives and Corporate Social 

Performance. Journal of Business Ethics 45(4): 341-359. 

McKendall, M., C. Sanchez and P. Sicilian. 1999. Corporate Governance and Corporate 

Illegality: The Effects of Board Structure on Environmental Violations’, 

International Journal of Organizational Analysis 7(3): 201-223. 



‧
國

立
政 治

大

學
‧

N
a

t io
na l  Chengch i  U

niv

ers
i t

y

 

61 

 

McWilliams, A. and D. Siegel. 2000. Corporate Social Responsibility and Financial 

Performance: Correlation or Misspecification? Strategic Management Journal 

21(5): 603-610. 

Moskowitz, M. 1972. Choosing Socially Responsible Stocks. Business and Society 1(1): 

71-75.  

Murphy, K. 2000. Performance Standards in Incentive Contracts. Journal of 

Accounting and Economics 30(3): 245-278. 

Nadkarni, S. and P. Herrmann. 2010. CEO personality, strategic, flexibility, and firm 

performance: The case of the business process outsourcing industry. Academy of 

Management Journal 53(5): 1050-1073. 

Oliver, C. 1997. Sustainable competitive advantage: Combining institutional and 

resource-based views. Strategic Management Journal 18(9): 697-714. 

Parker, L. 2014. Corporate social accountability through action: Contemporary insights 

from British industrial pioneers. Accounting, Organizations and Society 39(8) 

632-659. 

Scholer, A. A., and E. T. Higgins. 2008. Distinguishing levels of approach and 

avoidance: An analysis using regulatory focus theory. In A. J. Elliot (Ed.), 

Handbook of approach and avoidance motivation: 489-503. New York: 

Psychology Press. 

Surroca, J., J. A Tribo, and S. Waddock. 2010. Corporate responsibility and financial 

performance: The role of intangible resources. Strategic Management Journal 

31(5): 463-490. 

Tausczik, Y. R., and J. W. Pennebaker. 2010. The Psychological Meaning of Words: 

LIWC and Computerized Text Analysis Methods. Journal of Language and Social 

Psychology 29(1): 24-54. 

Thornton, G. 2008. Corporate Social Responsibility: A necessity not a choice. 

International Business Report. 

Van de Velde, E., W. Vermeir and F. Corten: 2005, Finance and Accounting: Corporate 

Social Responsibility and Financial Performance. Corporate Governance 5(3): 

129-137. 

Waddock, S. A. and S. Graves. 1997. The Corporate Social Performance-financial 

Performance Link. Strategic Management Journal 18(4): 303-370. 

Wernerfelt, B. 1984. A Resource-Based View of the Firm. Strategic Management 

Journal 5(2): 171-180.  

Wood, D. J. 1991. Corporate Social Performance Revisited. Academy of Management 

Review 16(4): 691-718. 

Wowak, A. J., and D. C. Hambrick. 2010. A model of person-pay interaction: How 



‧
國

立
政 治

大

學
‧

N
a

t io
na l  Chengch i  U

niv

ers
i t

y

 

62 

 

executives vary in responses to compensation arrangements. Strategic 

Management Journal 31(8): 803-821. 


